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ABSTRACT 

The competencies of the university secretary were 
studied at the University of Southern Maine. In addition to 
developing position descriptions, competencies that distinguish 
effective performers were also identified. Based on results of 
interviews with 24 secretaries, a competency-based model was 
developed Fourteen competencies were categorized into four clusters: 
intellectual, entrepreneurial, interpersonal, and maturat ional . The 
data were analyzed in three ways: superior versus average 
secretaries, basic versu*^ advanced, and academic versus nonacademic. 
Eight of the competencies ist ingui shed the outstanding secretaries: 
diagnostic skills, divergent thinking, values quality and efficiency, 
initiative, influence, interpersonal sensitivity, job commitment, and 
assertiveness. The advanced secretaries (executive or administrative 
secretary, office manager, research aide, and administrative 
assistant) demonstrated the competencies of "values quality and 
efficienc" and job commitment" significantly more often than did the 
basic secretaries (i.e., clerk typist, secretary, and library clerk). 
A chart identifying the 14 competencies and their behavioral 
indicators is included, along with a schemata of the competv=incy-based 
model. (SW) 
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PREPACB 



Higher education has many old and new challenges as this society moves 
further into the information age. It will take more than tradition to 
reshape, refine, and to further carve out higher education's societal 
niche. Central to this complex process of making refined missions a reality 
is the excellence and quality performance of our human resources— the 
faculty and the staff. 

From the viewpoint of the academy as a workplace, the complexity of the 
organizational structure is striking. The interrelated, independent, yet 
interdependent j^ure of roles, functions,, and responsibilities forms a 
multifarious background for the pursuit of knowledge ^d for students as 
they traverse the network of resources in the institution. 

Upon close examination of the academic workplace, one will find that the 
secretary is the common thread which weaves throughout the warp and woof of 
the academy's loosely woven structural fabric. This critical role exists 
throughout the institution and is at the forefront of the academy's 
operations. Therefore, it is important to sharpen our understanding not 
only of the functions, tasks, and minimal skills of the job of secretary, 
but also to bring clarity to our understanding of the competencies which are 
significant for effective performance in this job. 

Within the framework of a comprehensivo array of programs and practires 
to refine the human resource management in our academic workplace, and as 
one step in developing a competency base for many of the component parts of 
this human resource system, the University of Southern Maine's Division of 
Employee Relations undertook a research study of the competencies of the 
University secretary. 



We proudly share this summary of the findings of this study. 



Beth I. Warren, M.S.W, 
Executive Director for 
Employee Relations 



Introduction 

There are conflicting views of the role of a secretary in a university, 
some see the secretary as the glue who holds the place together; others view 
the role as simply providing clerical services. To develop some accurate 
data on secretarial responsibilities and the competencies needed in a 
university setting, the Division of Employee Relations initiated a research 
study in 1983. 

The first part of the study focused on developing information on the 
tasks of secretaries and the skills and knowledge needed. Using the 
technique of Functional Job Analysis and a content-valid approach, position 
descriptions were developed for basic and advanced secretaries. The 
findings suggest that there are more similarities than differences between 
the groups. In addition, both groups have responsibilities in the area of 
human relations management and office management which are not adequately 
reflected in the current job descriptions. 

The major part of the study was devoted to identifying the competencies 
which distinguish effective performers. Using a technique of competency 
identification developed by McClelland, trained and certified members of the 
study team interviewed a sample of 24 secretaries representing average and 
superior pee^ormers, basic and advanced positions, and academic/non-academic 
assignments. A competency model based on. an analysis of the transcripts 
from these sessions was developed. This model consists of 14 competencies 
and their behavioral indicators or ways in which secretaries displayed the 
competency as evidenced in the interviews (see next page). 
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COMPETENCIES 



l lNTELLECTUAL 

1. Diagnostic 
Skill * 



|2. Divergent 
Thinking* 



I ENTREPRENEURIAL 

|3; Values Quality 
and Efficiency* 



BEHAVIORAL INDICATORS 



Spots target Information quickly (scanninK) 

5n2ej;:exr;oTi:;Ln:er ^--^^^ - — ^ ^-^-ation fro. cues 

spcs^;f--::--rL^:-^^^^^ 

Identifies patterns in behavior or situations 

Presses beyond superficial to identify roottuts or key elements 



s:e"i%^rner:jp?:Lh:r j;oi°r:fL"?:ii;^^" °^ — 

Interprets discrete «venJs or nfn™^^ V^"^"" ^perience 

Uses graphic/Visual ^epre"::nta^^ons°™o"cla"r}fy^^^L^°' ^""^ significance 



Structures work to lncrea«3P nffi^i , 



4. Initiative * 



Hnjoys having control ovt"s^"p:^^"^^ra^d° ^0^^ i'^^sTo^'" ^° '^^"^^ 



|5. Thinking Ahead 
and 

optimizing 



INTERPERSnr^AT. 

|6. Use of Multiple 
Influence 
Strategies * 



Interpersonal 
Sensitivity * 



Sets priorities on what will be done 

Thinks through steps to get from A to E 

Assesses what is needed (resources etr Wn „ . 4 v. j 



Guilds alliances to achieve an objective 

Tlraes influence attempts for maxlmm iinpact 

Switches influence strategies when i 7^1 . 4 

Proposes potential solutions to probiol unsuccessful 

Uses information or factu 1 aJpu,^.nJ T " P^^uading others 

Uses diplon.nic. tactful ulyl'l^^ll^T 

Uses dra^s ov •'den.onstration?" to Lt . n^"" 

conveys willingness and ability to m uV 

"Aiity to raake system work for people 



Kecogni«s when people are upset and/or need to talk 
Able to view situations from other people's oerro!? 
lakes into account values that dlffc'r fro„ .bM, J^""^ ^'^"■P"^>'> 



Optiinal Conpetencies 
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COMPETENCIES 



BEHAVIORAL INDICATORS 



[INTERPERSONAL (Cont.) 



|8, Helping 

Orientation 



MATURATIONAL 
9. Job Commitment* 



|10. Sense of 

Responsibility 



111. Concern 
For Image 



|12. strong 

Self-Concept 



13. Assertiveness * 



llA. Grace Under 
Pressure 



Enjoys working cooperatively with other people (values harmony) 

Sriv^rsJl Jr^!' ^t''*" potential i ability to overcome obstacles 

Derives sa isfactlon from having helped people learn and grow 

fi«c"' f'i''x"^ ^"'?"? independence as opposed to dependence-. 

Fnt^r!^ " s"«^in people i reinforce commitment to org.\s goals 

Irril I l ^t infortnation. training, etc.. to function effectively 

Strives to keep self and superviseijs accessible and responsive to students \ ,. 
Compensates for others' inadequacies or shortcomings 
Finds ways to lighten people's burdens 

Acts as a source • of information on department policies, programs, etc. 
Listens to people; lets then, get the essence of their stories out 
Takes tiae and is thorough in explaining things to people 



Enthusiastically pitches in on efforts not in job description 
willingly undertakes tedious or menial tasks 

Goes extra distance; makes personal sacrifices to get the job done 

Bounces back from disappointments; maintains a positive, optiaistic attitude 

Learns skills and knowledges necessary to do a better Job 



Assumes responsibility for quality of producti services of department 
Assumes responsibility for office meeting deadlines & getting work done 
Assumes responsibility for efficiency of office and cost, containment 
Sees things through to closure; fills in blanks; cleans up ragged edges 
Keeps tracking on goals/objectives despite obstacles or setbacks (persistence) 



Sees self as representat ive/ image-maker of department and university 
Represents university as humane. T^an-elitist. public service organisation 
works to make boss look good 



Feels confident of ability to handle Job 
Attuned to own feelings and values 

Realistic and objective about own strengths and weaknesses 
Takes responsibility for own errors and mistakes 
Enjoys having capabilities stretched (challenges) 
Derives new energy from accompllshaeats and recognition 
Comfortable about asking for help 



Confronts problems; deals with them; doesn't "kick them under the rue" 
Sets limits 

Tells people when something is not up to standards or role expectations' 
Comfortable making suggestions or giving advice to "superiors" 



Polite and patient in dealing with people 

Stays calm and professional in eaotionally charged situations 
Identifies source of stress and irritation and their impact on oeoDle 
Able to switcn gears and handle interruptions without gettlnc rattled 
Sees the lighter side or humor in situations 
Able to focus on task amid chaos and noise 



Optimal CciTpetencies 
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Findincis 

The 14 competencies have been organized into four clusters: (a) 

Intellectual, (b) EntreDrpnpnr i ( ^\ r ^ 

tntreprtneurial, (c) Interpersonal, and (d) Maturational 

in accordance with, a schema suggested by Klemp (1982). six of the 
competencies were labelled "required- since they were displayed with 
approximately .,ual frequency by both the outstanding secr'etaries and the 
control group. The regaining eight competencies were labelled "optimal- 
Since they were- displayed with higher frequency, at a statistically 
Significant level, by the group of outstanding secretaries. The required 
competencies underlie acceptable performance, the optimal competencies .re 
both required for acceptable performance and contribute to excellent 
performance, 

!• Comparison of Groups 

The data was analyzed in three ways: superior versus average 
secretaries, basic versus advanced, and academic versus non-academic. The 
statistical a,, ayses of the findings for each group are included as 
Appendices A-C, 

superior Versn.c; A»pr:. qe Secretarips 

Table 1 summarizes the finriinaQ r.f 

rindings of the comparison between the superior 

and average secretaries in the study. Eight of the competencies (the 
optimal ones) distinguished the outstanding secretaries in the sample from 
the control g.oup. These are: Diagnostic Skills. Divergent Thinking, 
values Quality and Efficiency, Initiative/ Influence, Interpersonal 
sensitivity, Job Co».it«ent, and Assertivenese. The six remaining 
competencies (the required ones, were displayed with approximately equal 
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TABLE 1 

COMPAHISON OF REQUIRED AND OPTIMAL COMPETENCIES 
OF SECRETARIES IN THE STUDY 



COMPETENCY CLUSTF R 



Intellectual 



Entrepreneurial 



Interpersonal 



Maturational 



COMPETENCIES 



Required 



Optimal 



Diagnostic Skills 
Divergent Thinking 



Values Quality arid Efficiency 
' Initiative 
Thinking Ahead and Optimizing 



Influence 
Interpersonal Sensitivity 
Helping Orientation 



Job Commitment 
Sense of Responsibility 
Concern for Im^ge 
Strong Self-Concept 

Assertiveness 

Grace under Pressure 



-6- 

frequency by both groups. These are: Thinking Ahead and Optimizing, 
Helping Orientation, sense of Re«p6nfiibility, concern for Image, Strong Self 
Concept and Grace Under Pressure, These findings suggest that these 
requited competencies b<} considered as the minimal competencies needed for 
effective functioning on the job. in hiiring and selection of secretaries, 
these competencies along w.^th technical skills should be seen as the first, 
minimal requirements. The optimal competencies can be used to screen for 
superior performance. 
^ *). Basic Versus Advanced 

USR's Division of Employee Relations has collapsed the seven 
classifications of secretaries into two groups: Basic (comprised of 
clerk-typist, secretary, and library clerk) and Advanced (comprised of 
executive/administrative secretary, office manager, research aide, and 
administrative assistant). Table 2 shows the comparison between the 
competencies of basic and advanced secretaries in this study. Two 
CO, I- .cies (Values Quality and Efficiency, and Job CoMitment) were 
demonstrated significantly more by the advanced group. On the other hand, 
one competency (Initiative) was shown significantly more by the basic 
group. The other 11 competencies were shown about equally by both groups. 

These findings support^ the findings of the task analysis that there are 
more similarities than differences between the current groupings of 
secretaries. The fact that basic-level secretaries demonstrated 
significantly more Initiative than their advanced-level counterparts is 
extremely interesting since this was also a competency which distinguished 
superior from average performers. It may be that basic Itvel secretaries 
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TABLE 2 



COMPARISON OF COMPETENCIES 
BASIC AND ADVANCED SECRETARIES 
IN THE STUDY 



COMPETENCY CLUSTER 


COMPE 

Basic 


;tencies . ^ 

t 

Advanced 


Intellectual 


Diagno 
Divergen 


Stic Skills 
t Thinking 


Entrepreneurial 


Initiative 

Thinking Aheac 


Values Quality and Efficiency 
i and Optimizinq 


Interpersonal 


InfU 
Interperson^ 
Helping C 


jence 

al Sensitivity 
)rientation 


Maturational 


. Sense of Re 
Concern 1 
Strong Sel 
Asserti 
Grace unde 

L 


Job Commitment * | 
sponsibility 
for Image 

f-Concept 
veness 

T Pressure 



-8- 



are operating in n,ore autonomous environments where they are called upon 
more frequently to take initiative. 
^» Academic Versus Non-Academic 

Table 3 shows the comparison between the academic and non-academic 
secretaries in this study, two competencies (Job Co»«,itn,ent and 
Assertiveness) were shown to a significantly higher degree by academic 
secretaries. One competency (Concern for I»age) was shown to a 
Significantly higher degree by non-academic secretaries. The other 11 
competencies were shown about equally by both groups. Thus, overall, like 

the basic versus advanced groups, these finH<r.,,o „„ 

yi-uups, tiiese findings suggest more commonalities 

than differences between the groups. 

2. Analysis of Data by Functions ' 

More detailed analysis of t-h«a H^t-a t»,'«i^^j 

ai.axyoxb ot cne data yielded some very striking 

discriminations between the three groups which were not apparent in the 
overall analysis. Secretarial positions at the university vary greatly in 
terms of the responsibilities or function. For example, a secretary in one 
department may be responsible primarily for answering the phone, dealing 
With visitors and have limited typing duties, m another office, she may 
spend 90 percent of her time typing. To examine the competencies required 
for these different functional areas, every behavioral example in the 
transcripts was coded by function as well as by competency. These 
functional areas are: 

• Information Processing and Production 

• Information Storage and Retrieval 

• Communicating with Callers and Visitors 



c 
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TABLE 3 



COMPAHISON OF COMPETENCIES 
OF ACADEMIC AND NON^ACADEMIC SECRETARIES 

IN THE STUDY 



C OMPETENCY CLUSTE R 



Intellectual 



Entrepreneurial 



Interpersonal 



Mdturational 



COMPETENCIES 



Academic 



Non-academic 



Diagnostic Skills 
Divergent Thinking 



Values Quality and Efficiency 
Initiative 
Thinking Ahead and Optimizing 



Influence 
Interpersonal Sensitivity 
Helping Orientation 



Job Commitment 

Sense of Responsibility 



Concern for Image 



Strong Self-Concept 



Assertiveness 



Grace under Pressure 
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• Meetings and Special Functions 

• Compiling Data 

• Office Management 

• Human Relations Management 

TO allow judgements to be ™ade about the comparative importance of 
competencies, Within functions, mean ratios were developed. Because o, the 
smallness o, the sample, valid analysis was possible in only four of the 
functional areas where striUn, differences in the profiles of the groups of 
secretaries were shown. 

Tables 4-6 show the breakdown by function' of superior versus average 
. ^cretaries, basic versus advanced, and academic versus non-academic. 

The findings raise several, interesting questions. Pirst, it is clearly 
important to look more carefully at the functions of individual positions 
Since different functions require a different mix of competencies. Second, 
a Closer look needs to be made at the content and context of the job duties , 
Of secretaries in the various functions, what is it about the job which 
requires such strikingly different competencies. To explore this further an 
Observational study needs to be conducted. Third, the difference between 
academic and non-academic secretaries needs to be examined more carefully. 
Summary 

• "flictf in%^^^^\-.e^\^o\"^.\^^^^^^ not 
traditional secretarial support tasks shl h " '° 

areas of human relations maLqement ' , h 'Responsibilities in the 

relationships with staJf ""^"^5^^^"*^' ^"^^ as maintaining harmonious 

Vital role^^n c (n Lt\'o^'\tur' ''^'^ ^ 

resources and procedures. secretaM^r^f P'^^'^^^^' policies, 

communications network a^rosTca" Js^" t^r^'l^^^T' 
important public rpl^Hnno r«i • « a^uicion, tney have an 

the university ^^^ttn^^^^^^t^^^aTdt:';"b^^f°=''^"^ '-^^ °^ 
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• # # 



• # • • # . # 



COMPETENCIES 



GC 
D 
in 
2 

UJ 

CC 
a. 



1. Diagnostic Skills 



2. Di 



vergent Thinking 



3. . Values Quality and Efficiency 



4. Initiali 



lativo 



5. Thinking Ahead and Optimi^i 



ng 



< 

g 
P 
< 

CC 
D 

< 



6. Influence 

7. Interpersonal Sensitivity 



8. Helping Orientation 

9. Job Commitment 



10. Sense of Responsibility 



11. Concern for In 



age 



12. Strong Self-Concept 

13. Assert! voness 



TABLE 4 

PROFILE OF COMPETENCIES BY FUNCTION 

AVERAGL VS. SUPERIOR 



/ FUNCTIONS 



INFORMATION PROCESSING 
AND PRODUCTION 



AVERAGE 



COMMUNICATING WITH 
CALLERS AND VISITORS 



SUPEPlOn 



AVERAGE 



ERLC 



14» Grace under Pressure 

* - dlfferentlatCH srperlor from avorjge performora In this function 
o - competencies needed for the function. tunctlon, 

• - extreoely Important competencies In this function. 



SUPERIOR 



o^v 



OFFICE 
MANAGEMENT 



AVERAGE 



lESTce.'/';:" 



SUPERIOR 



O' 



O'- 



0' 



HUMAN RELATIONS 
MANAGEMENT 



AVERAGE 



SUPERIOR 
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TABLE 5 

PROFILE OF COMPETENCIES BY FUNCTION 

BASIC VS. ADVANCED 




O 



ERJC 



- diffcrcntlateg basic from *dviinccd pt-rformerB In this funofin 

- competencies nrrdod for the functioru tunctlo 
• - txtrcmcly Importint competencies In this function. 

20 
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COMPETENCIES 



1. Diagnostic Skills 



2. Divergent Thinking 

3. Values Quality and Efficiency 



4« Initiative 



5. Thinking Ahead and Optimizing 



6. influence 

7. Interpersonal Sensitivity 
B. Helping Orientation 



9. Job Commitment 



10« Sense of Responsibility 



11. Concern for Image 



12. Strong S«lf Concf>pt 



TABLE .6 

PROFILE OF COMPETENCIES BY FUNCTION 

ACADEMIC VS. NON-ACADf.MlC * 




13. Assertiveness 



INFORMATION PROCESSING 
AND PRODUCTION 



ACADEMIC 



COMMUNICATING WITH 
CALLERS AND VISITORS 



NON-ACADEMIC ACADEMIC 



14. Grace under Pressure 



* ■ differentiate! scadcmlc from non-academic performors In thU f..nrf<n« 
0 . coflipetenclt. needed for thlg function. ^^U function. 

» - extremely laportant coapetencies In this function. 
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OFFICE 
MANAGEMENT 



NON-ACADEMIC- ACADEMIC 



non-academ;c 



HUMAN RELATIONS 
MANAGEMENT 



*.CADEMIC 



NON-ACADEMI 
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• The competencies in the model for secretaries have many similarities 
with those Identified for managers in studies using the same 
technique, since these competencies are the personal characteristics 
which underlie effective performance, it can be concluded that the 
effective secretary needs many of the same competencies as the 
effective manager. 

• The secretaries in this study demonstrated a high degree of job 
commitment and loyalty toward the University. In addition, their 
responsibilities and competencies are vital contributing factors to the 

rtn^tlt tion'n»""'''M''r- ''^^ '''''' question'of how should 
an institution (1) creatively ascribe this vital role and (2) 

creatively interrelate with this important human resource group so as 

to .urther enhance an institution's operational functioning? 

• The competencies suggest parallels with recent research on 
gender-related self-perception and reflect a concern for others, a 
sense of connectedness, not evidenced in other competency 

ihr.'^^nr''°" ""^ ^hls d^e to the fact that 

the sample consisted entirely of women? 

Some applications 

The identification of the skills, knowledge and competencies required to 
perform jobs is an essential component of. a comprehensive human resource 
management and development system. Indeed, the definition of work and the 
subsequent appropriate placement of people in jobs is the core of an 
interactive competency-based human resource management system (see Figure 1), 
The findings of this study have several direct applications to human resource 
management at USM: 



• job and position descriptions 

• hiring and selection 

• staff development and training 

• career planning 

• performance appraisal 

• organizational development 
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Figure 1 



Li?M INT^P/VQTIVK CQMP^TENCY-PASED HUMAN RF5;nuRcg MAMAnPMP ^j t mim ff^^^^^ 



SALARY ADMINISTRATION 
i Job Evaluation Systems 



FUNCTIONAL TASK 
ANALYSIS 



JOB COMPETENCY 
ASSESSMENT 



PERFORMANCE 
REVIEW 
SYSTEMS 



ORGANIZATIONAL 
CAREER 
PLANNING 



EMPLOYEE CONSULTATION 
FOR 

PERSONAL & WORK- 
RELATED ISSUES 



STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
t ne»ds assessment 
r curriculum design 
• self development 




POLICY, EEO/AA 



RECORDKEEPING 



HUMAN RESOURCE 
PLANNING - 



HEALTH & BENEFITS 

• Medicals 

• Physical demands assessment and 
maintenance 

• Worker's Comp., rehabilitation 
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EPILOGUB 



The university secretary is .ore than -the person responsible for 

correspondence ana records- as defined in „ny dictionaries and .y society. 

The intrinsic and extrinsic nature o£ the academic workplace n... it " 

necessary for an effective secretary to have an arrav „f 

1 ..u nave an array of competencies and 

technical skills. Now. the fhaii.„„. ■ . 

challenge is to reco... lize these competencies 

rather than cling to the. as vague suppositions'and hunches. 
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE COMPETENCIES 
OF THE SECRETARIES IN THE STUDY 

(AVERAGE VS. SUPERIOR PERFORMERS) 



Appendix A 







MEAN COMPETENCY SCORES 




CI 

i 


DMPETENCIE*; 


Average 
rcrTurrners 
(n=9) 


Superior 
Performers 
(n=15) 


Probability 


LECTUAl 


I. LJiagnosilc SKIIIt 


5.89 


10.07 


0.00 * 


•J 
u 

2 




0.89 


3.00 


0,02 


< 

Ui 

2 

Ui 

DC 
(L 

UI 


vaiuvs WUalliy ■nu CTTlClOncy 


2.22 


4.67 


0.03 ** 




2.00. 


2.60 


0.04 ** 


DC 

2 
UJ 


5. Thinking Ahtad and Optimking 


2.33 


4.00 


0.13 


QNAL 


6. Infiuanca 


1.22 


4.60 


0.02 ** 


INTERPERS 


7. Interpersonal Sansitivrty 


1.67 


4.40 


0.00 * 


8. (helping Oriantation 


3.89 


9.13 


0. 0 




9. Job Commitmant 


2.11 


3.87 


0.02 ** 


-t 


10. Sansa of Responsibility 


3.00 


3.73 


1 nn 


\T10NA 


1 1 . Concern for Image 


0.67 


1.80 


0.44 


i^ATUR/ 


12. Strong Self-Concept 


7.11 


11.67 


0.13 




13. Assert ivenest 


2. 00 


5.53 


0.00 * 




14. Grace under Pressure • 


2.67 


.4.13 


0.29 



* P <0.01 
**p ^0.05 
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Mean competency scores 


Probability 


1 ^* 

1 ^ 


DMPETENCIES 


Advanced 

rci lur fiiurs 

(n=16) 


Basic 

Performers 
{n=8) 


< 

D 
1 H 

1 ^ 
1 ^ 
1 ^ 

1 Ui 
1 

2 


1. Diagnostic Skitlt 


7.50 


10.50 


0.09 


2. Diverctnt Thinlcing 


2.44 


1.75 


0.63 


j ENTREPRENEURIAL 


3. Values Quality and Efficiency 


4.06 


3.12 


0.05 ** 


1 4. Initiative 


2.19 


/ 2.75 


0.01 * 


5. Thinking Ahead imd Optimizing 


3.69 


2.75 


0.60 


INTERPERSONAL 


6. Influence 


3.69 


2.63 


0.83 


7. Interpersonal Sensitivity 


3.25 


3.63 


0.37 


8. Helping Orientatton 


8.31 


4.88 


0.71 




0. Job CommKment 


3.75 


2.13 


0.05 ** 


10. Sense of Responsibility 


3.75 


2.88 


U. 0/ 


XTIONA 


1 1 . Concern for 1 mage 


1.63 


0.87 


0.65 


rfATUR/ 


12. Strong Self-Concept . 


9.63 


10.63 


0.6l' 




13. Assertlveness 


3.94 


4.75 


0.14 




14. Grace under Pressure 


3.38 


4.00 


1.00 



• p < 0.01 
•*p < 0.05 
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MEAN COMPETENCY SCORES 



c 

1 ^ 


UlVirt 1 tl\ul bb 


j Academic 
Performers 

1 \n-i4) 


Non-Academic 
. Performers 

(n=10) 


Probability 


LECTUA 


1. >iiiagnostlcSkillt 


8.6 


8.4 


0.37 


I 

1 Ui 

u 


uiv^rgant Thinking 


2.1 


O it 

2.4 


0.72 


BURIAL 


3. Valuo) Quality and Efficiency 


3.7 


3.8 


1 0.28 


1 ^ 

1 c 

1 Ui 


4. Initiativf 


2.5 


2.f 


0.11 


1 C 
1 H 
1 2 
1 ^ 


9. Thinkintf AHaad and Optimizing 


3.6 


3.4 


0.96 . . 


1 «J 
1 < 

1 o 


6. . Influenoa 


4.3 


^ 2.0 


0.09 


1 M 

1 c 

1 114 

1 OC 
UI 


7. Interpersonal Santitivity i 


3.2 


3.6, 


0.82 


2 


8. Helping Orientatkin 


8.6 


5.1 


0.48 




9. Job Commitment 1 


3.9 


2.2 


0.00 * 




10. Sense of Responsibility J 


3.6 


3.3 


0.34 


< 
2 
O 

iff 


1 1 . Concern for 1 mage 1 


0.8 


2.2 1 


0.01 * 1 


WATURj 
■T 


12. Strong Self-Concept 1 


9.8 


10.2 1 


0.24 1 




13. Aisertivenets i 


5.6 


2.2 


0.00 * j 




14. Grace under Preuure 1 


3.4 


3.8 


0.68 . 1 



* p ^ 0.01 
**p < 0.05 
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